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Executive Summary 
The Adolescent Girls Empowerment Programme (AGEP) was a social, health, and 
economic asset-building programme targeting vulnerable adolescent girls aged 10–19. 
AGEP was implemented at 10 sites in four of the 10 provinces of Zambia, including 
Lusaka, Central, Copperbelt, and North-Western. The core of AGEP was weekly “Safe 
Space” girls’ group meetings that were conducted over the course of two years. The girls’ 
groups were comprised of 20 to 30 girls who met with a trained mentor—a young woman 
from their community; the groups were also segmented by age and marital status. The 
girls were provided short training sessions on a range of health, life-skills, and financial 
education topics, as well as a chance to discuss important experiences of the past week. 
The primary goal of the Safe Space groups was to reduce social isolation and build 
assets that would facilitate positive change in the intermediate and longer- term for 
adolescent girls as they transition to adulthood. 
 
Two additional components were added on top of the Safe Spaces meetings in the AGEP 
programme. The first component of AGEP was that selected girls were provided a health 
voucher that was redeemable for a package of health services at certain public and 
private health providers in their communities. The health services covered by the voucher 
included basic wellness exams and age-appropriate sexual and reproductive health 
services. The second component was a Girls Dream savings account at the National 
Savings and Credit Bank (NatSave). Offered to select girls within AGEP, the savings 
account was tailored to adolescents and the programme facilitated the process of 
opening bank accounts. 
Programme implementation results 
The Population Council, in partnership with the Young Women’s Christian Association of 
Zambia (YWCA-Zambia), successfully implemented the AGEP programme from late 2013 
to early 2016. Although all 10 AGEP sites completed a full two years of the programme, 
the sites were staggered in their start and end dates as the programme rolled out 
sequentially by site. Over 240 mentors in AGEP guided 11,390 adolescent girls aged 10–
19 at baseline into the programme and through a planned two years of programming, 
accumulating to approximately 40,884 meetings and 115,200 hours of mentor effort. 
While the AGEP Safe Spaces were very successful overall in reaching and providing 
programming to vulnerable adolescent girls, participation rates in the Safe Space groups 
were not as high as desired, with only approximately one out of every three girls invited to 
the programme attending more than half the AGEP group sessions; younger rural 
adolescents were most likely to attend, while older urban adolescents were less likely to; 
although the difference is only three percentage points. To address participation, AGEP 
adapted and responded by adding prizes for attendance, fun days, and increased 
community sensitization, which was thought to increase excitement for the programme. 
Initial programme uptake was affected by the recruitment process, as the impact 
evaluation required household-based recruitment of select girls rather than community-
 
 
based outreach, with the latter leading to more interested girls self-selecting to 
participate in the programme, and hence, higher participation rates. Further, due to 
potential contamination of control sites, which were often located geographically nearby, 
large community-based events to raise awareness, interest, and excitement for AGEP 
were not possible, reducing the potential for considerable community support. Ongoing 
programme participation was affected particularly by competing interests and activities 
for the girls, girls migrating out of programme sites, and loss of enthusiasm for the 
programme. 
An evaluation of mentor quality was conducted that defined different dimensions of 
mentor quality, as well as assessed the impact of mentor quality on programme impacts. 
Girls with mentors who had positive attitudes towards contraception were less likely to 
have ever been pregnant; girls with mentors who scored high on “safe-space creation” 
were less likely to have been married, had sex, had an unwanted pregnancy, or given 
birth and girls with mentors who scored high on the self-efficacy score were less likely to 
be HIV positive and have had unwanted sex. Finally, girls who had a mentor who scored 
high on a “relationship with girls and community” score were also less likely to have had 
unwanted sex.   
In collaboration with the Zambian Ministry of Health, provincial and district health offices, 
AGEP successfully established and operationalized the AGEP health voucher platform 
providing adolescent-friendly training to health service providers and facilitating access 
to general and sexual reproductive health services for adolescent girls in the programme. 
The AGEP health voucher was rolled out in the AGEP sites approximately one year after 
the initiation of the programme and will continue through a second year, even after the 
end of the AGEP Safe Space groups. Hence, the full impact of the voucher cannot be 
assessed in the mid-term report, as it precedes the end of the health voucher 
component. While the health voucher was received by 5,789 adolescent girls, this 
represented approximately three-quarters of those who were eligible to receive the 
voucher because it was distributed only to girls actively participating in AGEP by the date 
of rollout. For those girls who did receive the voucher, qualitative data suggest that it was 
empowering for girls who used it, providing needed confidence in accessing services, 
paying for medicine, and receiving respect from health service providers. While use of the 
vouchers was limited to one out of every five girls who received them, approximately one-
third of girls who used the voucher did so to receive sexual and reproductive health care 
services. The modest use of the voucher was attributed to low demand for services, likely 
due to the relative healthiness of adolescent girls, social norms regarding premarital sex, 
and the perception that health facilities entail long lines and wait times for services.    
The Girls Dream savings account at National Savings and Credit Bank was made 
available to one-third of AGEP girls who had joined Safe Space groups approximately 
eight to 10 weeks after group initiation; girls who received the account were randomised 
to receive it as a requirement of the impact evaluation. Approximately half of all girls who 
were eligible opened a bank account, although girls who were more highly engaged in 
AGEP were significantly more likely to do so, with approximately three-quarters of such 
girls opening an account. Reflecting AGEP programme participation in general, younger 
 
 
rural adolescents were more likely to open an account. Given that the programme 
facilitated the process and travel requirements, the barrier of distance for rural girls was 
eliminated, at least for the opening of the account, as rural adolescents had fewer 
interactions with the account after it had been established. Despite the fact that overall 
account usage remained low throughout programme implementation, as revealed in the 
evaluation results, those girls who opened an account were more likely to have saved in 
the previous year, partially a function of higher informal savings at home. It is 
hypothesized that access to the bank account reinforces the information and perceived 
value of the financial education provided with in the AGEP Safe Space groups.      
 
Impact evaluation methods 
In addition to programme implementation, a rigorous impact evaluation was embedded 
whose objective was to assess the impact of AGEP on adolescent girls’ outcomes. A 
randomised cluster design with four study arms was designed and implemented to 
assess impact. Communities where AGEP was being implemented were randomly 
assigned to one of three arms of the intervention or to a control arm. The randomised 
arms of the evaluation included: 1) safe spaces only, 2) safe spaces with a health 
voucher, 3) safe spaces, the health voucher, and the savings accounts, or 4) a control 
arm. Analyses were to be conducted immediately after the AGEP programme ended (i.e., 
after two years) and will be conducted an additional two years later (i.e., after four years). 
The primary objective of the analysis after two years was to assess the impact of AGEP 
on the components of girls’ empowerment that were believed to be directly influenced by 
the programme in the shorter term, i.e., the mediating measures of girls’ social, 
economic, and health assets. The primary objective of the final analysis that will be 
conducted after four years is to assess the impact on adolescent girls’ longer-term 
demographic, reproductive, and health outcomes. The results presented in this mid-term 
report focus on the first of these analysis, specifically the impact of AGEP on girls’ 
empowerment, although the report also presents preliminary results of the impact on 
longer-term outcomes after two years.  
The statistical analyses of programme impact presented in this report are an “intent-to-
treat” (ITT) and a “treatment-on- treated” (ToT) analysis. The ITT analysis estimates the 
average effect of the programme on the adolescents in clusters randomised to AGEP 
relative to girls in clusters randomised to the control, based on their original 
randomisation and irrespective of actual participation in the intervention. Randomisation 
assures that the estimate of impact is unbiased and therefore provides the highest 
degree of confidence in attributing any differences in observed outcomes specifically to 
AGEP. As the ITT analysis does not account for the fact that many girls did not choose to 
participate in AGEP or had different levels of participation, a secondary ToT analysis was 
conducted using indicators of impact that measured actual programme participation. The 
ToT analysis conducted here controls for the potential selectivity of girls choosing to 
participate in AGEP through an instrumental variables estimation approach. The ToT is 
expected to reveal a stronger programme impact than the ITT if substantial numbers of 
 
 
girls choose not to participate, but the programme has an impact for those who do 
participate. 
In parallel to assessing the impact of AGEP, an evaluation of the cost-effectiveness of the 
programme was conducted to facilitate comparisons between AGEP and other 
programmes whose objectives are to improve similar outcomes for adolescent girls. It 
also allows for an assessment of the incremental cost-effectiveness of each of the 
components or arms of AGEP. To execute the economic evaluation, direct programme 
costs were collected from AGEP budgets and financial reports and included both start-up 
and programme delivery costs for the Population Council and its partners. A decision 
analytic model was constructed to generate estimates of the incremental costs per 
negative health outcome averted and positive progress achieved on non-health 
indicators from participating in AGEP. The focus of the economic evaluation analysis in 
this mid-term report will centre on the question of cost-effectiveness of all arms of AGEP 
compared to not implementing any programme. It should be noted, however, that the 
value of the economic evaluation is dependent upon a significant showing of benefits of 
the programme for participants.  
 
Impact evaluation results 
A total of 5,235 respondents completed the AGEP baseline (Round 1) survey. 
Approximately, 90% of the adolescents interviewed at baseline were re-interviewed a 
year later in Round 2, and 89% of Round 1 participants were re-interviewed in Round 3. 
The baseline characteristics of girls, as well as the loss-to-follow-up over time were well 
balanced across study intervention arms and controls, meaning that the randomisation 
by study arm was effective at evenly distributing the characteristics of the sample and 
that the programme did not differentially affect the study’s ability to track study 
participants. The impact results presented in the mid-report focus on the change that 
occurred between Round 1 and Round 2 (after the first year of the programme), between 
Round 2 and Round 3 (after the second year of the programme), and between Round 1 
and Round 3 (cumulative effect of the programme). The results are also provided by the 
various age and residential groupings, including younger urban girls, young rural girls, 
older urban girls, and older rural girls; as delineated by their ages (10–14, 15–19) and 
residencies (urban, rural) at baseline. Additional results are presented for each of the 
three intervention arms separately, as compared to the control cases and each other. 
The mid-term results are first discussed in reference to their impact on girls’ 
empowerment and then turn towards a preliminary assessment of impact on what are 
considered longer-term outcomes for girls. 
Empowerment is defined within AGEP as the condition of possessing the assets and 
capacities that allow adolescent girls to maximize the opportunities they might encounter 
during the early and later adolescent years. As reflected by AGEP’s theory of change, the 
programme was designed to build upon and expand these assets through the Safe 
Spaces meetings and provision of a health voucher and a bank account. Empowerment 
was also seen as a key ingredient to improving the longer-term adolescent outcomes. 
The indicators used to measure empowerment across the social, economic, and health 
domains are presented in the report in Table 12 below. While not exhaustive of every 
 
 
possible dimensions of the multifaceted nature of girls’ empowerment, the AGEP 
research instrument was designed to capture what were thought to be the key mediating 
factors underlying the theory of change.  
In measuring girls’ empowerment in the three rounds of data that were analysed for the 
mid-term report, three themes emerge. The first theme was that adolescent girls on 
average were not absent of assets prior to the initiation of the AGEP and that, in fact, on 
some asset indicators could be said to have possessed higher levels of empowerment 
than their vulnerability would have suggested. For instance, girls on average had 
relatively high levels of self-efficacy at baseline, agreeing to statements that indicated 
that they felt they were able to manage problems faced, overcome difficulties, find 
solutions, and accomplish goals. Also, girls expressed confidence in their ability to 
change outcomes based on any plans they make and that they were proficient in making 
good decisions regarding the use of money. Girls also were shown to possess basic 
financial literacy skills at baseline. Of course, it should be noted that averages hide 
potentially large numbers and percentages of girls who do not possess such assets.  
A second theme of assessing the measures of empowerment across the survey rounds in 
the evaluation is that a notable degree of change was observed in the assets over time, 
but that the change was not solely due to the impact of AGEP. There may be a range of 
factors driving change in girls’ empowerment. For instance, as girls age they may acquire 
new capabilities, acquire new information, or hone the skills they already possess. 
Adolescents may also be exposed in their communities to other programmes, 
interventions, and/or information similar in nature to that provided through AGEP. 
Further, as they become older, girls may be provided or take on new responsibilities and 
challenges that naturally enhance their sense of efficacy, skills, autonomy, and control. 
Across many empowerment indicators, the AGEP programme enhanced the development 
of girls’ social, economic, and health assets, although in many cases, despite being 
positive, they did not reach the level of statistical significance.  
A third observation was that a set indicators remained relatively impervious to any 
change over time, specifically those regarding the perceptions of gender equality and 
norms regarding gender-based violence against women and girls. For instance, the 
notion that boys and girls, men and women are similar in their innate characteristics, 
such as intelligence, or in norms concerning who should attend school or make decisions 
in the household remained unchanged, whether among AGEP or among control girls. This 
was the case for AGEP participants even though the health and life-skills curriculum 
specifically addressed gender roles, gender-based violence, and human and children’s 
rights. The lack of change in perceptions of gender, gender roles, and violence against 
women points to the deeply ingrained nature of these normative attitudes and beliefs 
and the need to potentially complement Safe Space group trainings with additional 
community-based interventions that can serve to reinforce girls’ own assessments. It is 
possible, for example, that while many internalized assets are more malleable to a direct 
girl-based asset-building approach, perceptions of what is normative or external to the 
girls themselves in the enabling environment require appropriate messaging to come 
from actors in that environment, e.g., boys, men, families, and communities. 
The primary impact results for the empowerment indicators were summarized in the mid-
term report in Tables 18 (ITT) and 19 (ToT), while the detailed results, including the 
 
 
impact coefficients and p-values are provided in Tables C-2 and C-4; in most cases, the 
results of the ITT and ToT reinforce one another providing confidence in the robustness 
of the statistical assessment and conclusions drawn overall. Of the range of indicators 
that were used to measure girls’ empowerment in the evaluation, a total of six indicators 
(two in each of the three asset domains) in the ITT and ToT revealed statistically 
significant differences at p < .05 among girls participating in AGEP (all arms) and girls in 
the control clusters. All of these six indicators show, as hypothesized, greater positive 
improvement, whether among girls who were randomised to receive AGEP or among 
those who had actually participated intensely in the programme. For instance, there was 
an increase in girls’ access to a place in the community where they felt safe to meet their 
friends apart from school and home. Also, girls in AGEP had made significantly greater 
improvements in financial literacy over time. One additional indicator (self-efficacy) was 
statistically significant different between Round 1 and 2, but control girls had caught up 
by Round 3. Overall, the impact results on girls’ empowerment due to the programme 
were modest as measured immediately after the end of two-year AGEP program period. It 
is possible that AGEP has, however, set girls on a different trajectory of further 
acquisition of assets and hence the cumulative impact of AGEP on empowerment may be 
revealed in later rounds of observation.   
 
For the longer-term outcomes, in both the ITT and ToT analyses the impact of AGEP is 
already apparent in two of the indicators. These results are presented in summary form 
in Tables 20 and 21 and in detail in Tables C-3 and C-4. There was no significant 
difference between the AGEP and control girls on educational attainment, timing of 
marriage, pregnancy and birth, experience of violence, or HIV/HSV-2 prevalence. AGEP 
girls were, however, significantly less likely to engage in transactional sex and more likely 
to use a condom at first sex than girls who were not exposed to the programme. Between 
Rounds 1 and 3, the percentage of girls in AGEP who had engaged in transactional sex 
was 13% less than girls in the control group; notably, nearly half the girls in the sample 
who had initiated sexual activity had reported transactional sex. AGEP girls between 
Round 1 and Round 3 were also more likely to use a condom at first sex, by 
approximately five percentage points. Although lower at 4% points and not statistically 
significant overall between Round 1 and 3, condom use at last sex with a nonmarital 
partner was also higher among AGEP girls compared to control girls. Additional years of 
observation will reveal if these impacts are able to translate into delayed pregnancy and 
STI acquisition. While the majority of longer-term indicators were not statistically 
significant after two years, it should be noted that the study was statistically powered 
based on the full four years of observation that will be made on these indicators, as such 
it would be inappropriate to conclude that AGEP had no effect on these indicators 
because of their lack of statistical significance in these analyses. 
Analysis of the impact of AGEP on girls’ empowerment was also conducted for each 
intervention arm separately against the control arm. These results are presented in 
summary form in Table 22 and in detail in Table C-5. The study was powered to assess 
differences between the intervention and control arms, as well as between each 
intervention arm separately. This latter fact provides an opportunity for the cost-
 
 
effectiveness evaluation to offer an assessment regarding the cost-effectiveness of the 
AGEP components if scaling or expanding the programme to other settings is an 
objective. The study results by arm parallel the overall impact of the programme, in that 
most of the statistically significant findings are consistently significant across 
intervention arms relative to the control arm, suggesting that the impact is attributable to 
the safe space component. There are two indicators (% having saved in the past year, % 
having saved more than 20 kwacha) in which statistical significance is observed only in 
the arm that includes the additional bank account component. Hence, one may conclude 
that the addition of having a bank account, whether or not it is used very much, 
increases the propensity to save; this result is back up by the observation from the data 
that girls with the bank account are accumulating their savings informally as much as 
they are formally through the use of the account.  
The economic evaluation looked at the implementation cost per beneficiary (Table 24), 
which totalled $394 per girl for the Safe Space groups, an additional $293 per girl for the 
health voucher, and an additional $551 per girl for the savings account (adjusted for 
inflation to 2016 $US). A large component of the Safe Space group costs were staff costs 
of implementing and monitoring the groups and the per diems that were paid to mentors 
over the two years of the programme. The additional costs associated with the bank 
account were largely related to transporting all of the girls to the NatSave branches to 
receive an introduction and to open the bank accounts. It is expected that a scaled-up 
version of the programme would be cheaper as approximately 20% of the costs were 
start-up costs, as well as added expenses incurred to implement the programme in the 
context of a randomised controlled trial. The average cost-effectiveness ratios were also 
presented in Table 29 and reveal that given the limited impact on the longer-term 
outcomes for adolescents that it is extremely expensive for unit changes in the outcomes 
within the first two years of the programme. In many ways, these results are an artifact of 
the lack of impact in the short-term for outcomes that are expected to change over a 
longer period of time. 
Considerations 
The results presented in the mid-term report have implications for recommendations on 
future programming for adolescent girls in Zambia and elsewhere and should be coupled 
with burgeoning evidence from AGEP and the literature to adapt programming for 
vulnerable adolescent girls in order to improve impact. In many ways, the longer-term 
impact of AGEP will not be known until the final round of data collection in 2017. While 
the impact of AGEP on empowerment was not as strong as expected immediately after 
the end of the programme, it is possible that the measures of assets did not 
comprehensively capture all aspects of girls’ empowerment that were changed by AGEP 
and, in turn, influence longer-term adolescent outcomes. Further, it is also possible that 
AGEP has set girls on a different trajectory of further acquisition of assets and hence the 
cumulative impact of AGEP on empowerment and subsequent outcomes may be 
revealed in later years of observation. Finally, it is also possible that the AGEP 
programme will have a direct effect on longer-term adolescent outcomes, independent of 
its indirect impact expected to occur through empowerment. For these reasons and 
 
 
others, the AGEP study provides a wealth of data that will be explored for further 
understanding of the adolescent transitions in Zambia, as well as application to 
adolescent programming. 
It should be noted that the AGEP programme implementation was, in many ways, 
constrained by the need to integrate a highly rigorous evaluation. In particular, due to 
fears of contaminating the control areas and undermining the evaluation, community 
engagement and involvement was necessarily limited. On the positive side, this allowed 
for a rigorous assessment of the Safe Space girls’ group model by isolating its activities. 
The mid-term results, however, are suggestive that an adolescent girls’ asset-building 
programme may not be sufficient to lead to immediate and substantial change on its 
own. This may particularly be the case given the entrenched nature of traditional social 
gender norms, attitudes towards adolescent sexuality, and use of contraceptives, to 
name a few. A more comprehensive ecological theory would dictate that complementary 
work is needed in the enabling environment, particularly at the family and community 
level. A promising approach that has been found effective elsewhere would be to engage 
the boys, men, adults, and other key stakeholders in girls’ lives, addressing norms at 
household and community levels in order to benefit girls. This may be an important way 
to help girls leverage the assets they are building in the safe spaces.   
AGEP was also an ambitious project directed towards changing girls’ lives in a significant 
and meaningful way across areas of education, sexual and reproductive health, marriage 
and fertility, and experience of violence. While the programme length of two years was 
sufficient to cover these areas in the Safe Spaces group curricula, it is possible that 
depth of the programme was foregone in place of breadth. While the underlying root 
causes of girls’ vulnerabilities are interrelated, it is possible that a more direct focus on a 
particular outcome, driven by a more targeted intervention, would have led to greater 
impact in the shorter term. A domain-specific conceptualization of change and related 
theory of change for particular outcomes would be a natural first step in this process. For 
adolescents, it may imply a direct focus for older adolescents on livelihoods and 
entrepreneurship and for younger adolescents may need more focus on educational 
support. Also, providing direct resources through incentivised activities may be a 
constructive approach to increasing engagement with the programme. 
 
Overall, the AGEP cohort data, and lessons it has generated from the Adolescent Girls 
Empowerment Programme are rich, nuanced, and important for informing the next 
generation of programmes for adolescents in Zambia and elsewhere.  Even though the 
study is still underway, and the full longer-term effects of AGEP remain to be seen, the 
information presented in this report can be used to guide programmes and policymakers 
on programme areas of promise, gaps that need to be filled, and a range of questions 
about how to best serve this population that still need to be answered. 
 
 
Table C-1. Intent-to-Treat (ITT) Summary Results: Difference-in-Difference (DID) Estimators - Excludes external urban controls
Key
 At p < .05 AGEP had a significant positive effect relative to controls
At p < .10 AGEP had a marginally significant positive effect relative to controls
X At p < .05 AGEP had a significant negative effect relative to controls
At p < .10 AGEP had a marginally significant negative effect relative to controls
Indicator not collected for this age group
Not measured at Round 1 or Round 2 All
Younger 
Rural
Younger 
Urban
Older  
Rural
Older 
Urban All
Younger 
Rural
Younger 
Urban
Older  
Rural
Older 
Urban All
Younger 
Rural
Younger 
Urban
Older  
Rural
Older 
Urban All
Younger 
Rural
Younger 
Urban
Older  
Rural
Older 
Urban
Social assets
1 Avg. score on self-efficacy scale (0-10   X
2  % confident regarding their ability to plan
3 % feel they make good decisions regarding money  X
4 % agree that permission to go to the health clinic is not a problem
5 % who jointly or solely make decisions with regard to money earned among those who earned money
6 Avg. number of friends X
7 Avg. number of friends in school
8 Avg. number of friends who can be counted on if needed money X X
9 Avg. number of friends who can be counted on in an emergency X
10 % have place in community where feel safe to meet girl friends    X X X  
11 % with adult female support in case of serious problem
12 % attending any social groups/clubs within the past month X X
13 % who often/sometimes go to marketa
14 % who often/sometimes go to community centrea     
15 % who often/sometimes go to shops or restaurantsa
16 Avg. score on gender equality scale
17 Avg. score on nonacceptability of intimate partner violence
Economic assets
18 Avg. score on financial literacy scale  X   
19 % who have saved in the past year    
20 Avg. amount currently saved  
20a % who currently have at least 20 kwacha saved
20b Avg. amount currently saved among those who saved X X 
21 % working for cash or in-kind in the past year  X 
22 Avg. reported work income in the past year  
22a Avg. reported income in the past year among those who worked for cash 
23 % who own a bicycle
24 % who own a mobile phone X X
Health assets
25 % Understanding pregnancy risk during menstrual cycle
26 Avg. score on contraceptive knowledge scale  (0-9)   
26a Avg. score on SRH knowledge scale (0-11)   
27 Avg. score on HIV/AIDS knowledge scale (0-11)
28 Avg. rating of health status in the past year (0-10)
29 Avg. rating of health status in the past month (0-10)
30 Avg. reported number of health problems in the past month (0-7)
Educational
1 Avg. number of years completed
2 % completed primary school X
3 % completed junior secondary schoolb
4 % currently attending school X X
Sexual risk behaviour b
5 % ever had sex X X
5a Avg. age at first sex among those who ever had sex and report knowing age at first sexc
6 % agree that they have had unwanted sex
7 % agree that they have had transactional sex 
8 % used condom at last sex with non-marital partner
9 % used condom at first sex  
Marital b
10 % ever married X
11 Avg. number of HIV risk-related topics discussed with partner (0-5)a
12 Avg. marital control score (0-6)a
Pregnancy & births b
13 % who have ever been pregnant
14 % who have ever had an unwanted pregnancy
15 % currently pregnant or who have given birth X
16 % ever used modern contraception
Sexually transmitted infections b
17 % HIV positive
18 % HSV-2 positive
Experience of violence d
19 % have experienced physical violence in past 12 months
20 % have experienced intimate partner violence in past 12 months
Notes
Younger girls were 10-14 at baseline; older girls were 15-19 at baseline
All models include site fixed effects and other covariates.
Models for school attendance do not include school attendance
c Models will be estimated at endline using survival analysis.
R2-R1 R3-R2 R3-R1 ITT
ITT (if not measured at R1)ITT - DID (xtreg models; two rounds at a time)
DID estimates, girl random effects, robust SE clustered at CSA (160 clusters) Girl random effects (if two rounds), robust SE 
clustered at CSA (160 clusters)
d Indicators in this domain measured among those aged 13 and older.
Empowerment indicators
Impact indicators
b Indicators in this domain measured among those aged 15 and older.
It should be noted that while blank cells do represent non-significant findings, it does not imply that there was a no effect.
Models for grade attainment, completed grade 7, and completed grade 9 do not include school attendance, grade attainment, literacy, numeracy and cognitive skills
a ITT coefficients are estimated from linear regression models clustered at the CSA level given that we do not have a baseline measure for this indicator to estimate the difference-in-difference coefficient (see ITT (if not measured at R1) results). The difference-in-difference coefficient is estimated in the R2 & R3 results.
Covariates: Age, school attendance, grade attainment, literate (any language), numeracy score at baseline, cognitive score at baseline, mother alive, father alive, biological daughter of HH head, HH items, HH assets/savings, tribes (Bemba, Nyanja, Kaonde, other), mother completed primary, father completed primary, standardized vulnerability quintiles.
Table C-2. Intent-to-Treat (ITT) Detailed Results: Difference-in-Difference (DID) Estimators - Excludes external urban controls
KEY At p < .05 AGEP had a significant positive effect relative to controls
KEY At p < .10 AGEP had a marginally significant positive effect relative to controls
KEY At p < .05 AGEP had a significant negative effect relative to controls
KEY At p < .10 AGEP had a marginally significant negative effect relative to controls
Not measured at Round 1 or Round 2 AGEP
Internal 
Control Diff !=0 AGEP
Internal 
Control Diff > 0 AGEP
Internal 
Control Diff > 0
Obs Mean Mean p-val Obs Mean Mean p-val Obs Mean Mean p-val DID coef p-val DID coef p-val DID coef p-val DID coef p-val DID coef p-val DID coef p-val DID coef p-val DID coef p-val DID coef p-val ITT coef p-val ITT coef p-val
Total interviewed in round 4,661 4,185 4,124
Social assets
1 Avg. score on self-efficacy scale (0-10) 4,639 6.02 6.06 0.690 4,185 6.66 6.39 0.002 4,124 7.10 7.02 0.185 0.305 0.025 -0.189 0.129 0.116 0.382 0.307 0.018 0.315 0.017 -0.172 0.209 -0.165 0.231 0.113 0.344 0.142 0.240
2  % confident regarding their ability to plan 4,640 0.465 0.453 0.486 4,185 0.487 0.487 0.488 4,124 0.529 0.510 0.140 -0.011 0.647 0.019 0.455 0.008 0.757 -0.012 0.640 -0.007 0.790 0.019 0.409 0.013 0.590 0.007 0.785 0.006 0.820
3 % feel they make good decisions regarding money 4,641 0.747 0.748 0.976 4,184 0.837 0.791 0.000 4,124 0.877 0.873 0.346 0.046 0.022 -0.041 0.022 0.005 0.789 0.047 0.043 0.042 0.077 -0.041 0.043 -0.038 0.055 0.006 0.817 0.004 0.884
4 % agree that permission to go to the health clinic is not a problem 4,633 0.950 0.944 0.388 4,184 0.961 0.955 0.184 4,124 0.967 0.970 0.651 0.000 0.988 -0.009 0.355 -0.009 0.369 0.000 0.978 -0.003 0.748 -0.009 0.346 -0.008 0.406 -0.009 0.403 -0.011 0.351
5 % who jointly or solely make decisions with regard to money earned among those who earned money 853 0.902 0.905 0.921 946 0.905 0.945 0.967 1,009 0.930 0.942 0.743 -0.037 0.246 0.027 0.340 -0.010 0.741 -0.034 0.276 -0.034 0.288 0.026 0.329 0.020 0.469 -0.004 0.887 -0.013 0.665
6 Avg. number of friends 4,641 4.01 4.01 0.961 4,185 4.00 3.98 0.413 4,124 3.52 3.66 0.892 0.019 0.911 -0.167 0.304 -0.148 0.389 0.033 0.831 0.037 0.817 -0.168 0.282 -0.194 0.221 -0.151 0.460 -0.171 0.405
7 Avg. number of friends in school 4,639 3.33 3.31 0.814 4,182 3.36 3.29 0.266 4,124 2.74 2.84 0.836 0.042 0.787 -0.169 0.259 -0.127 0.404 0.051 0.692 0.038 0.769 -0.165 0.249 -0.157 0.285 -0.130 0.430 -0.129 0.419
8 Avg. number of friends who can be counted on if needed money 4,614 1.54 1.50 0.550 4,175 1.90 1.87 0.323 4,117 1.94 1.97 0.638 -0.009 0.920 -0.058 0.572 -0.067 0.511 -0.005 0.953 0.002 0.981 -0.057 0.510 -0.068 0.455 -0.067 0.502 -0.075 0.456
9 Avg. number of friends who can be counted on in an emergency 4,611 1.77 1.72 0.515 4,175 2.14 2.06 0.138 4,118 2.07 2.13 0.786 0.036 0.724 -0.139 0.183 -0.103 0.307 0.043 0.689 0.042 0.702 -0.138 0.265 -0.138 0.278 -0.104 0.381 -0.110 0.361
10 % have place in community where feel safe to meet girl friends 4,641 0.402 0.383 0.237 4,184 0.484 0.346 0.000 4,114 0.454 0.382 0.000 0.118 0.000 -0.066 0.009 0.053 0.031 0.118 0.000 0.122 0.000 -0.066 0.033 -0.066 0.036 0.052 0.063 0.056 0.048
11 % with adult female support in case of serious problem 4,640 0.587 0.569 0.292 4,185 0.675 0.671 0.406 4,124 0.704 0.685 0.134 -0.014 0.564 0.014 0.544 0.001 0.980 -0.014 0.484 -0.009 0.633 0.015 0.567 0.013 0.621 -0.001 0.971 0.002 0.919
12 % attending any social groups/clubs within the past month 4,526 0.211 0.201 0.502 4,184 0.306 0.298 0.301 4,113 0.303 0.322 0.863 -0.001 0.970 -0.027 0.252 -0.028 0.202 -0.002 0.954 -0.007 0.802 -0.026 0.300 -0.020 0.406 -0.028 0.288 -0.029 0.268
13 % who often/sometimes go to market a 4,184 0.851 0.877 0.981 4,124 0.864 0.881 0.926 0.008 0.641 0.010 0.577 0.004 0.819 -0.022 0.156 -0.022 0.135
14 % who often/sometimes go to community centre a 4,185 0.128 0.036 0.000 4,124 0.119 0.034 0.000 -0.007 0.651 -0.007 0.635 -0.006 0.713 0.088 0.000 0.093 0.000
15 % who often/sometimes go to shops or restaurants a 4,184 0.754 0.767 0.787 4,123 0.821 0.816 0.356 0.017 0.403 0.017 0.499 0.016 0.540 -0.003 0.817 -0.004 0.760
16 Avg. score on gender equality scale 4,640 4.92 4.95 0.608 4,185 4.90 4.88 0.297 4,124 4.88 4.89 0.528 0.053 0.460 -0.031 0.670 0.022 0.756 0.055 0.558 0.056 0.528 -0.029 0.687 -0.027 0.704 0.024 0.770 0.027 0.746
17 Avg. score on nonacceptability of intimate partner violence 4,640 3.02 3.09 0.304 4,185 3.03 3.05 0.615 4,124 3.11 3.30 0.997 0.048 0.602 -0.163 0.077 -0.115 0.216 0.049 0.659 0.043 0.687 -0.166 0.184 -0.167 0.164 -0.117 0.240 -0.121 0.222
Economic assets
18 Avg. score on financial literacy scale 4,639 5.22 5.29 0.280 4,185 5.65 5.46 0.003 4,123 5.96 5.77 0.002 0.256 0.007 0.006 0.951 0.262 0.006 0.264 0.078 0.273 0.061 0.006 0.956 -0.001 0.992 0.267 0.022 0.275 0.019
19 % who have saved in the past year 4,658 0.150 0.144 0.609 4,185 0.279 0.249 0.029 4,124 0.314 0.258 0.000 0.024 0.225 0.026 0.249 0.050 0.013 0.024 0.212 0.024 0.199 0.026 0.256 0.029 0.228 0.050 0.016 0.052 0.015
20 Avg. amount currently saved 4,655 7.40 5.39 0.168 4,180 14.49 17.11 0.821 4,115 32.20 24.86 0.104 -4.624 0.137 9.965 0.123 5.341 0.350 -4.673 0.191 -4.523 0.211 10.177 0.019 10.118 0.023 5.285 0.387 5.502 0.384
20a % who currently have at least 20 kwacha saved 4,658 0.07 0.06 0.341 4,185 0.16 0.13 0.018 4,124 0.22 0.18 0.008 0.019 0.219 0.008 0.674 0.027 0.105 0.018 0.174 0.018 0.183 0.008 0.634 0.011 0.560 0.027 0.094 0.028 0.088
20b Avg. amount currently saved among those who saved 690 48.99 36.78 0.182 1,130 50.51 68.66 0.962 1,237 100.02 94.50 0.389 -30.360 0.041 23.666 0.294 -6.693 0.801 -30.387 0.051 -34.008 0.033 19.860 0.274 20.394 0.255 -0.689 0.972 -5.906 0.762
21 % working for cash or in-kind in the past year 4,657 0.196 0.183 0.309 4,185 0.241 0.219 0.073 4,124 0.258 0.225 0.016 0.008 0.678 0.012 0.597 0.020 0.331 0.011 0.647 0.012 0.588 0.010 0.620 0.002 0.917 0.021 0.347 0.016 0.486
22 Avg. reported work income in the past year 4,625 41.28 48.67 0.451 4,173 51.92 48.59 0.377 4,124 78.89 63.24 0.128 10.715 0.457 12.325 0.477 23.041 0.166 9.408 0.497 14.467 0.298 14.262 0.312 11.386 0.422 21.830 0.174 25.810 0.096
22a Avg. reported income in the past year among those who worked for cash 821 227.38 294.85 0.207 934 226.06 235.66 0.582 1,009 312.35 286.67 0.320 57.872 0.410 35.289 0.625 93.160 0.229 29.985 0.719 39.610 0.597 50.090 0.440 54.482 0.385 56.860 0.481 73.786 0.303
23 % who own a bicycle 4,641 0.006 0.006 0.955 4,174 0.009 0.008 0.322 4,120 0.005 0.006 0.658 0.002 0.688 -0.003 0.540 -0.001 0.809 0.002 0.633 0.002 0.636 -0.003 0.490 -0.004 0.325 -0.001 0.734 -0.002 0.388
24 % who own a mobile phone 4,641 0.138 0.125 0.255 4,174 0.211 0.194 0.129 4,120 0.279 0.309 0.968 0.003 0.863 -0.047 0.033 -0.043 0.028 0.002 0.870 0.004 0.781 -0.042 0.019 -0.044 0.017 -0.043 0.009 -0.043 0.011
Health assets
25 % Understanding pregnancy risk during menstrual cycle 4,626 0.077 0.067 0.267 4,185 0.076 0.086 0.866 4,124 0.095 0.086 0.210 -0.021 0.117 0.019 0.179 -0.001 0.914 -0.021 0.135 -0.021 0.133 0.019 0.217 0.020 0.183 -0.001 0.919 0.000 0.998
26 Avg. score on contraceptive knowledge scale  (0-9) 4,588 1.11 1.15 0.498 4,183 1.42 1.33 0.063 4,124 1.89 1.71 0.003 0.128 0.118 0.096 0.276 0.223 0.010 0.142 0.059 0.136 0.072 0.100 0.176 0.077 0.299 0.236 0.001 0.208 0.003
26a Avg. score on SRH knowledge scale (0-11) 4,626 1.63 1.66 0.664 4,185 2.17 2.09 0.118 4,124 2.71 2.50 0.003 0.110 0.251 0.128 0.206 0.238 0.018 0.126 0.145 0.115 0.183 0.134 0.118 0.112 0.183 0.258 0.003 0.226 0.009
27 Avg. score on HIV/AIDS knowledge scale (0-11) 4,638 5.82 5.82 0.997 4,185 7.32 7.32 0.520 4,123 8.13 8.02 0.123 -0.006 0.972 0.115 0.432 0.109 0.503 0.007 0.968 -0.014 0.933 0.128 0.401 0.130 0.402 0.119 0.477 0.118 0.494
28 Avg. rating of health status in the past year (0-10) 4,638 8.05 8.14 0.229 4,185 8.33 8.23 0.108 4,123 8.10 8.11 0.554 0.184 0.084 -0.105 0.329 0.079 0.455 0.182 0.147 0.179 0.151 -0.104 0.396 -0.105 0.415 0.077 0.531 0.069 0.576
29 Avg. rating of health status in the past month (0-10) 4,639 8.35 8.32 0.663 4,185 8.65 8.69 0.732 4,124 8.29 8.41 0.951 -0.072 0.459 -0.079 0.427 -0.151 0.135 -0.071 0.637 -0.100 0.501 -0.080 0.538 -0.041 0.746 -0.153 0.328 -0.139 0.371
30 Avg. reported number of health problems in the past month (0-7) 4,639 0.77 0.73 0.381 4,185 0.93 0.86 0.068 4,124 0.84 0.82 0.396 0.038 0.579 -0.064 0.365 -0.026 0.688 0.038 0.682 0.048 0.604 -0.064 0.453 -0.081 0.335 -0.026 0.782 -0.038 0.684
Skills and competencies b
31 % who can read simple sentence in local language 4,492 0.340 0.368 0.094 4,127 0.454 0.452 0.470 4,019 0.489 0.523 0.970
32 % who can read simple sentence in English 4,484 0.393 0.423 0.077 4,124 0.485 0.520 0.977 4,005 0.535 0.589 0.999
33 Avg. score on numeracy assessment (0-15) 4,595 6.76 6.79 0.789 4,098 7.18 7.37 0.932
34 Avg. score on cognitive assessment (0-16) 4,598 6.45 6.66 0.083 4,100 7.52 7.73 0.952
Educational
1 Avg. number of years completed 4,661 5.41 5.50 0.243 4,185 5.77 5.83 0.735 4,124 6.73 6.84 0.909 0.045 0.707 -0.057 0.631 -0.012 0.921 0.053 0.079 0.054 0.099 -0.009 0.816 -0.020 0.619 0.034 0.514 0.021 0.711
2 % completed primary school 4,661 0.366 0.392 0.123 4,185 0.411 0.431 0.874 4,124 0.553 0.579 0.933 0.005 0.828 -0.007 0.788 -0.002 0.950 0.010 0.162 0.009 0.247 -0.001 0.947 -0.003 0.808 0.004 0.788 0.001 0.974
3 % completed junior secondary school c 4,661 0.104 0.120 0.136 4,185 0.123 0.134 0.828 4,124 0.240 0.259 0.883 0.004 0.777 -0.007 0.709 -0.003 0.880 0.007 0.113 0.007 0.155 -0.013 0.332 -0.011 0.400 -0.005 0.713 -0.005 0.710
4 % currently attending school 4,661 0.797 0.786 0.414 4,185 0.750 0.728 0.087 4,124 0.669 0.662 0.339 0.010 0.630 -0.014 0.540 -0.004 0.847 0.007 0.580 0.007 0.541 -0.008 0.604 -0.008 0.555 -0.001 0.950 0.001 0.965
Sexual risk behaviour c
5 % ever had sex 2,255 0.423 0.440 0.490 2,453 0.565 0.567 0.469 2,881 0.657 0.629 0.915 0.015 0.656 0.030 0.331 0.045 0.156 0.001 0.978 -0.003 0.884 0.030 0.042 0.024 0.103 0.031 0.155 0.025 0.252
5a Avg. age at first sex among those who ever had sex and report knowing age at first sex d 726 14.95 14.91 0.884 1,066 15.02 15.02 0.513 1,456 15.22 15.14 0.334
6 % agree that they have had unwanted sex 903 0.373 0.427 0.139 1,523 0.357 0.357 0.501 0.054 0.240 0.050 0.211 0.028 0.485
7 % agree that they have had transactional sex 904 0.558 0.452 0.005 1,523 0.461 0.480 0.254 -0.125 0.009 -0.114 0.012 -0.100 0.028
8 % used condom at last sex with non-marital partner 491 0.398 0.417 0.708 453 0.468 0.389 0.065 599 0.430 0.413 0.354 0.098 0.178 -0.062 0.375 0.036 0.597 0.086 0.138 0.099 0.096 -0.070 0.339 -0.092 0.227 0.027 0.672 0.029 0.662
9 % used condom at first sex 902 0.384 0.378 0.873 1,166 0.407 0.384 0.242 1,549 0.426 0.368 0.021 0.017 0.730 0.036 0.413 0.053 0.261 0.010 0.558 0.005 0.760 0.012 0.382 0.015 0.308 0.030 0.007 0.029 0.011
Marital c
10 % ever married e 2,255 0.000 0.000 2,453 0.102 0.086 0.252 2,879 0.181 0.150 0.969 0.016 0.273 0.014 0.508 0.030 0.100 0.016 0.327 0.014 0.391 0.018 0.182 0.017 0.123 0.030 0.109 0.025 0.119
11 Avg. number of HIV risk-related topics discussed with partner (0-5) a 241 3.24 3.55 0.863 498 3.40 3.35 0.400 0.351 0.292 -0.056 0.157 -0.073 0.153 0.102 0.582 0.026 0.897
12 Avg. marital control score (0-6) a 241 2.84 3.17 0.897 498 3.03 3.26 0.903 0.109 0.725 0.048 0.237 0.065 0.216 -0.256 0.106 -0.308 0.080
Pregnancy & births c
13 % who have ever been pregnant 2,255 0.159 0.177 0.343 2,453 0.252 0.277 0.109 2,881 0.339 0.341 0.458 -0.008 0.773 0.023 0.429 0.015 0.594 -0.019 0.401 -0.022 0.305 0.024 0.132 0.015 0.263 0.009 0.707 -0.002 0.916
14 % who have ever had an unwanted pregnancy 2,255 0.103 0.117 0.347 2,453 0.160 0.187 0.061 2,881 0.222 0.236 0.204 -0.013 0.584 0.012 0.635 -0.001 0.977 -0.022 0.213 -0.026 0.126 0.005 0.718 0.002 0.860 -0.009 0.695 -0.016 0.458
15 % currently pregnant or who have given birth 2,251 0.125 0.152 0.106 2,453 0.214 0.241 0.079 2,880 0.295 0.299 0.424 -0.001 0.980 0.024 0.397 0.023 0.390 -0.007 0.721 -0.010 0.597 0.024 0.128 0.015 0.257 0.021 0.390 0.007 0.759
16 % ever used modern contraception 2,255 0.098 0.097 0.949 2,453 0.146 0.164 0.870 2,881 0.255 0.257 0.542 -0.020 0.377 0.017 0.511 -0.003 0.907 -0.018 0.272 -0.022 0.164 0.017 0.292 0.015 0.352 -0.002 0.947 -0.012 0.615
Sexually transmitted infections c
17 % HIV positive 2,152 0.031 0.028 0.722 2,800 0.047 0.041 0.735 0.003 0.837 0.002 0.754 0.000 0.965
18 % HSV-2 positive 2,096 0.074 0.076 0.840 2,787 0.149 0.136 0.786 0.015 0.483 0.018 0.271 0.011 0.497
Experience of violence f
19 % have experienced physical violence in past 12 months 3,294 0.375 0.383 0.693 3,337 0.216 0.227 0.246 3,672 0.171 0.169 0.557 -0.004 0.888 0.013 0.539 0.010 0.683 -0.003 0.923 -0.002 0.941 0.013 0.555 0.017 0.441 0.009 0.783 0.014 0.671
20 % have experienced intimate partner violence in past 12 months 3,294 0.025 0.019 0.274 3,337 0.019 0.022 0.337 3,672 0.025 0.027 0.347 -0.009 0.273 0.000 0.997 -0.009 0.291 -0.009 0.178 -0.010 0.159 0.000 0.978 0.002 0.736 -0.009 0.317 -0.007 0.468
Notes
d Models will be estimated at endline using survival analysis.
Site fixed effects
Site fixed effects 
and other 
covariates
f Indicators in this domain measured among those aged 13 and older.
c Indicators in this domain measured among those aged 15 and older.
Models for school attendance do not include school attendance.
Empowerment indicators
Impact indicators
e Sample was never-married at baseline.
Models for grade attainment, completed grade 7, and completed grade 9 do not include school attendance, grade attainment, literacy, numeracy and cognitive skills.
Covariates: Age, school attendance, grade attainment, literate (any language), numeracy score at baseline, cognitive score at baseline, mother alive, father alive, biological daughter of HH head, HH items, HH assets/savings, tribes (Bemba, Nyanja, Kaonde, other), mother completed primary, father completed primary, 
standardized vulnerability quintiles.
a ITT coefficients are estimated from linear regression models clustered at the CSA level given that we do not have a baseline measure for this indicator to estimate the difference-in-difference coefficient (see ITT (if not measured at R1) results). The difference-in-difference coefficient is estimated in the R2 & R3 results.
b While this set of asset indicators reflects important capabilities, they are not expected to be directly affected by the AGEP intervention as there are no programme components that build capacity in these areas. Hence, these indicators are not included in the AGEP impact assessment as outcomes. However, a measure of 
literacy in any language at each round and baseline numeracy and cognitive scores are used as covariates in the adjusted estimation results.
Site fixed effects 
and other 
covariatesSite fixed effects
ITT (if not measured at R1)
DID estimates, girl random effects, robust SE clustered at CSA (160 clusters) Girl random effects (if two rounds), robust 
SE clustered at CSA (160 clusters)
Round 1 (baseline) Round 3
R2-R1 R3-R2 R3-R1 ITT
Summary statistics ITT - DID (xtreg models; two rounds at a time)ITT - DID (treating data as cross-sectional)
Round 2
Site fixed effects and 
other covariates Site fixed effects
Site fixed effects 
and other 
covariates Site fixed effects
Table C-3. Treatment-on-Treated (ToT) Summary Results: Difference-in-Difference (DID) Estimators - Excludes urban controls
Key
 At p < .05 AGEP had a significant positive effect relative to controls
At p < .10 AGEP had a marginally significant positive effect relative to controls
X At p < .05 AGEP had a significant negative effect relative to controls
At p < .10 AGEP had a marginally significant negative effect relative to controls
Indicator not collected for this age group
Not measured at Round 1 or Round 2 All
Younger 
Rural
Younger 
Urban
Older  
Rural
Older 
Urban All
Younger 
Rural
Younger 
Urban
Older  
Rural
Older 
Urban All
Younger 
Rural
Younger 
Urban
Older  
Rural
Older 
Urban
Social assets
1 Avg. score on self-efficacy scale (0-10 
2  % confident regarding their ability to plan
3 % feel they make good decisions regarding money   X
4 % agree that permission to go to the health clinic is not a problem
5 % who jointly or solely make decisions with regard to money earned among those who earned money
6 Avg. number of friends X
7 Avg. number of friends in school
8 Avg. number of friends who can be counted on if needed money X X
9 Avg. number of friends who can be counted on in an emergency 
10 % have place in community where feel safe to meet girl friends    X X 
11 % with adult female support in case of serious problem
12 % attending any social groups/clubs within the past month X
13 % who often/sometimes go to marketa
14 % who often/sometimes go to community centrea          
15 % who often/sometimes go to shops or restaurantsa
16 Avg. score on gender equality scale
17 Avg. score on nonacceptability of intimate partner violence
Economic assets
18 Avg. score on financial literacy scale     
19 % who have saved in the past year    
20 Avg. amount currently saved 
20a % who currently have at least 20 kwacha saved
20b Avg. amount currently saved among those who saved X X
21 % working for cash or in-kind in the past year  X 
22 Avg. reported work income in the past year 
22a Avg. reported income in the past year among those who worked for cash
23 % who own a bicycle
24 % who own a mobile phone X X
Health assets
25 % Understanding pregnancy risk during menstrual cycle
26 Avg. score on contraceptive knowledge scale  (0-9)     
26a Avg. score on SRH knowledge scale (0-11)    
27 Avg. score on HIV/AIDS knowledge scale (0-11)
28 Avg. rating of health status in the past year (0-10)
29 Avg. rating of health status in the past month (0-10) X
30 Avg. reported number of health problems in the past month (0-7)
Educational
1 Avg. number of years completed
2 % completed primary school X
3 % completed junior secondary schoolb
4 % currently attending school X X
Sexual risk behaviour b
5 % ever had sex
5a Avg. age at first sex among those who ever had sex and report knowing age at first sexc
6 % agree that they have had unwanted sex
7 % agree that they have had transactional sex 
8 % used condom at last sex with non-marital partner
9 % used condom at first sex 
Marital b
10 % ever married
11 Avg. number of HIV risk-related topics discussed with partner (0-5)a
12 Avg. marital control score (0-6)a X X
Pregnancy & births b
13 % who have ever been pregnant
14 % who have ever had an unwanted pregnancy
15 % currently pregnant or who have given birth
16 % ever used modern contraception
Sexually transmitted infections b
17 % HIV positive
18 % HSV-2 positive
Experience of violence d
19 % have experienced physical violence in past 12 months
20 % have experienced intimate partner violence in past 12 months
Notes
All models include site fixed effects and other covariates.
c Models will be estimated at endline using survival analysis.
d Indicators in this domain measured among those aged 13 and older.
Empowerment indicators
Impact indicators
TOT - DID
DID estimates using instrumental variable analysis: girl random effects and robust SE clustered at CSA (160 clusters)
TOT R2-R1 TOT R3-R2 TOT R3-R1
TOT = Attended 26+ meetings between R1 & R2 TOT = Attended 26+ meetings between R2 & R3 TOT = Attended 52+ meetings between R1 & R3
Indicator was denoted as significant at the p <.05 level if both the girl random effects and the robust SE clustered at CSA models were significant at p<.05. It was denoted as significant at the p<.10 level if both models were significant at p<.10 or if one was significant at p<.05 and the other
at p<.10.
b Indicators in this domain measured among those aged 15 and older.
Younger girls were 10-14 at baseline; older girls were 15-19 at baseline
a TOT coefficients are estimated from linear regression models clustered at the CSA level (Model B) at R2 (in R1 & R2 results) and R3 (in R1 & R3 results) given that we do not have a baseline measure for this indicator to estimate the difference-in-difference coefficient. The difference-in-
difference coefficient is estimated in the R2 & R3 results.
Models for school attendance do not include school attendance as a covariate
It should be noted that while blank cells do represent non-significant findings, it does not imply that there was a no effect.
Models for grade attainment, completed grade 7, and completed grade 9 do not include school attendance, grade attainment, literacy, numeracy and cognitive skills as covariates
Covariates: Age, school attendance, grade attainment, literate (any language), numeracy score at baseline, cognitive score at baseline, mother alive, father alive, biological daughter of HH head, HH items, HH assets/savings, tribes (Bemba, Nyanja, Kaonde, other), mother completed primary, 
father completed primary, standardized vulnerability quintiles.
Table C-4. Treatment-on-Treated (ToT) Detailed Results - Difference-in-Difference (DID) Estimators - Excludes external urban controls
KEY At p < .05 AGEP had a significant positive effect relative to controls
KEY At p < .10 AGEP had a marginally significant positive effect relative to controls
KEY At p < .05 AGEP had a significant negative effect relative to controls
KEY At p < .10 AGEP had a marginally significant negative effect relative to controls
Not measured at Round 1 or Round 2
Coef p-val Coef p-val Coef p-val Coef p-val Coef p-val Coef p-val Coef p-val Coef p-val Coef p-val
Total interviewed in both rounds 4,185 3,918 4,124
% TOT 0.245 0.233 0.223
Social assets
1 Avg. score on self-efficacy scale (0-10) 0.127 0.415 0.984 0.013 0.984 0.014 0.038 0.750 -0.391 0.265 -0.381 0.389 0.213 0.141 0.386 0.361 0.384 0.375
2  % confident regarding their ability to plan -0.010 0.709 -0.030 0.688 -0.030 0.701 -0.017 0.500 0.037 0.651 0.037 0.620 -0.028 0.286 0.023 0.787 0.023 0.789
3 % feel they make good decisions regarding money 0.070 0.000 0.148 0.016 0.148 0.037 0.008 0.666 -0.115 0.047 -0.115 0.092 0.050 0.021 0.029 0.655 0.029 0.730
4 % agree that permission to go to the health clinic is not a problem -0.007 0.492 -0.013 0.684 -0.013 0.662 -0.016 0.094 -0.026 0.406 -0.025 0.413 -0.016 0.169 -0.037 0.282 -0.037 0.354
5 % who jointly or solely make decisions with regard to money earned among those who earned money 0.036 0.276 -0.106 0.295 -0.109 0.294 -0.035 0.207 0.042 0.618 0.042 0.595 0.044 0.182 -0.014 0.886 -0.019 0.832
6 Avg. number of friends -0.218 0.122 0.220 0.651 0.221 0.651 0.053 0.720 -0.610 0.155 -0.583 0.247 -0.168 0.305 -0.638 0.237 -0.632 0.380
7 Avg. number of friends in school -0.239 0.075 0.142 0.739 0.142 0.719 0.134 0.349 -0.491 0.221 -0.464 0.323 -0.161 0.254 -0.525 0.261 -0.516 0.354
8 Avg. number of friends who can be counted on if needed money 0.017 0.854 0.012 0.964 0.012 0.961 -0.050 0.574 -0.183 0.549 -0.182 0.549 -0.086 0.386 -0.282 0.402 -0.281 0.420
9 Avg. number of friends who can be counted on in an emergency -0.030 0.778 0.164 0.583 0.160 0.633 -0.059 0.585 -0.405 0.196 -0.405 0.319 -0.066 0.526 -0.431 0.193 -0.427 0.304
10 % have place in community where feel safe to meet girl friends 0.128 0.000 0.395 0.000 0.396 0.000 0.003 0.906 -0.225 0.000 -0.225 0.026 0.135 0.000 0.171 0.042 0.171 0.088
11 % with adult female support in case of serious problem 0.038 0.117 -0.044 0.536 -0.044 0.453 0.043 0.056 0.065 0.381 0.065 0.424 0.066 0.003 -0.018 0.816 -0.018 0.832
12 % attending any social groups/clubs within the past month 0.036 0.123 -0.029 0.650 -0.027 0.748 0.000 0.988 -0.041 0.568 -0.041 0.596 0.035 0.185 -0.093 0.197 -0.093 0.298
13 % who often/sometimes go to market
a
0.001 0.951 -0.074 0.189 0.023 0.194 0.019 0.700 0.021 0.713 -0.017 0.243 -0.071 0.174
14 % who often/sometimes go to community centre
a
0.083 0.000 0.298 0.000 0.003 0.865 -0.008 0.872 -0.008 0.878 0.092 0.000 0.305 0.000
15 % who often/sometimes go to shops or restaurants
a
0.008 0.635 -0.039 0.520 0.023 0.268 0.035 0.596 0.035 0.678 0.031 0.066 0.017 0.759
16 Avg. score on gender equality scale 0.187 0.009 0.161 0.444 0.158 0.570 0.020 0.762 -0.086 0.693 -0.085 0.698 0.101 0.218 0.057 0.808 0.058 0.836
17 Avg. score on nonacceptability of intimate partner violence 0.146 0.113 0.151 0.578 0.150 0.645 -0.087 0.377 -0.582 0.033 -0.580 0.122 0.118 0.243 -0.475 0.115 -0.472 0.162
Economic assets
18 Avg. score on financial literacy scale 0.546 0.000 0.930 0.000 0.928 0.035 -0.146 0.076 -0.031 0.912 -0.029 0.937 0.368 0.000 0.928 0.002 0.929 0.016
19 % who have saved in the past year 0.119 0.000 0.076 0.190 0.076 0.192 0.037 0.138 0.092 0.200 0.092 0.224 0.116 0.000 0.172 0.011 0.172 0.017
20 Avg. amount currently saved -0.158 0.957 -17.181 0.070 -17.262 0.115 -1.467 0.800 34.977 0.057 35.045 0.016 -3.399 0.538 15.979 0.434 15.976 0.457
20a % who currently have at least 20 kwacha saved 0.059 0.001 0.047 0.296 0.047 0.262 0.046 0.023 0.039 0.509 0.039 0.498 0.072 0.000 0.085 0.130 0.085 0.142
20b Avg. amount currently saved among those who saved -26.217 0.065 -116.415 0.010 -116.415 0.005 -11.614 0.415 56.738 0.241 79.750 0.038 -45.729 0.018 -40.803 0.638 -53.741 0.366
21 % working for cash or in-kind in the past year 0.031 0.141 0.054 0.344 0.054 0.441 0.038 0.053 -0.003 0.965 0.000 0.995 0.065 0.004 0.055 0.400 0.055 0.468
22 Avg. reported work income in the past year -5.873 0.563 35.704 0.344 36.181 0.352 -7.424 0.505 55.337 0.270 55.782 0.244 -17.832 0.138 59.198 0.274 59.184 0.230
22a Avg. reported income in the past year among those who worked for cash -83.652 0.135 33.807 0.863 33.807 0.860 -71.173 0.117 230.151 0.230 218.800 0.232 -133.765 0.021 80.053 0.730 84.992 0.661
23 % who own a bicycle 0.005 0.174 0.005 0.689 0.005 0.689 -0.004 0.290 -0.014 0.306 -0.014 0.288 0.000 0.939 -0.008 0.509 -0.008 0.355
24 % who own a mobile phone -0.018 0.196 0.012 0.782 0.013 0.742 -0.030 0.043 -0.125 0.020 -0.126 0.040 -0.032 0.069 -0.141 0.013 -0.141 0.016
Health assets
25 % Understanding pregnancy risk during menstrual cycle 0.013 0.335 -0.062 0.129 -0.062 0.150 0.012 0.409 0.057 0.210 0.057 0.244 0.013 0.341 0.000 0.993 0.000 0.992
26 Avg. score on contraceptive knowledge scale  (0-9) 0.252 0.000 0.507 0.016 0.502 0.026 0.065 0.376 0.269 0.246 0.272 0.232 0.154 0.040 0.809 0.001 0.807 0.001
26a Avg. score on SRH knowledge scale (0-11) 0.303 0.000 0.443 0.056 0.438 0.088 0.101 0.217 0.373 0.140 0.375 0.159 0.192 0.028 0.888 0.001 0.885 0.003
27 Avg. score on HIV/AIDS knowledge scale (0-11) 0.456 0.001 0.011 0.979 0.013 0.980 0.345 0.029 0.482 0.228 0.478 0.337 0.495 0.001 0.395 0.405 0.389 0.519
28 Avg. rating of health status in the past year (0-10) 0.179 0.096 0.565 0.084 0.566 0.143 -0.011 0.915 -0.306 0.376 -0.307 0.447 0.026 0.818 0.200 0.586 0.200 0.647
29 Avg. rating of health status in the past month (0-10) -0.089 0.397 -0.326 0.283 -0.326 0.482 0.071 0.496 -0.163 0.611 -0.164 0.686 -0.113 0.336 -0.610 0.078 -0.610 0.258
30 Avg. reported number of health problems in the past month (0-7) 0.056 0.400 0.169 0.417 0.166 0.558 -0.116 0.137 -0.273 0.231 -0.273 0.304 -0.001 0.992 -0.115 0.610 -0.115 0.723
Educational
1 Avg. number of years completed 0.103 0.000 0.167 0.010 0.172 0.133 0.019 0.470 -0.043 0.677 -0.073 0.580 0.116 0.003 0.114 0.384 0.111 0.574
2 % completed primary school 0.020 0.024 0.030 0.170 0.033 0.191 -0.003 0.819 -0.002 0.964 -0.008 0.860 0.012 0.422 0.019 0.695 0.018 0.737
3 % completed junior secondary school
b
-0.009 0.044 0.022 0.135 0.019 0.245 -0.026 0.023 -0.052 0.178 -0.053 0.220 -0.029 0.021 -0.029 0.490 -0.029 0.566
4 % currently attending school 0.026 0.022 0.009 0.806 0.008 0.830 0.025 0.093 -0.019 0.679 -0.017 0.717 0.070 0.000 -0.004 0.944 -0.004 0.943
Sexual risk behaviour b
5 % ever had sex -0.022 0.268 -0.007 0.929 0.037 0.625 -0.003 0.871 0.102 0.150 0.100 0.102 -0.011 0.655 0.102 0.304 0.138 0.152
5a Avg. age at first sex among those who ever had sex and report knowing age at first sex
c
6 % agree that they have had unwanted sex 0.030 0.587 0.106 0.622 0.112 0.587
7 % agree that they have had transactional sex -0.063 0.310 -0.442 0.048 -0.469 0.047
8 % used condom at last sex with non-marital partner -0.037 0.703 0.547 0.102 0.556 0.040 0.047 0.537 -0.405 0.258 -0.405 0.274 0.044 0.586 0.139 0.686 0.153 0.625
9 % used condom at first sex 0.032 0.190 0.038 0.614 0.191 0.061 -0.031 0.144 0.060 0.449 0.073 0.475 0.004 0.809 0.137 0.044 0.270 0.062
Marital b
10 % ever married -0.065 0.000 0.050 0.355 0.050 0.381 -0.052 0.000 0.086 0.126 0.077 0.088 -0.102 0.000 0.113 0.130 0.113 0.083
11 Avg. number of HIV risk-related topics discussed with partner (0-5)
a
-0.397 0.359 -1.532 0.487 0.087 0.192 -0.926 0.351 0.341 0.877 -0.110 0.687 0.491 0.814
12 Avg. marital control score (0-6)
a
-0.433 0.220 -5.269 0.019 -0.097 0.032 0.698 0.400 2.375 0.300 -0.235 0.357 -3.400 0.079
Pregnancy & births b
13 % who have ever been pregnant -0.054 0.000 -0.081 0.195 -0.042 0.557 -0.032 0.025 0.069 0.291 0.063 0.281 -0.083 0.000 -0.013 0.882 -0.003 0.969
14 % who have ever had an unwanted pregnancy -0.046 0.000 -0.101 0.052 -0.078 0.170 -0.029 0.023 0.001 0.982 0.013 0.793 -0.059 0.000 -0.091 0.256 -0.066 0.418
15 % currently pregnant or who have given birth -0.054 0.000 -0.031 0.600 -0.002 0.969 -0.050 0.000 0.071 0.275 0.064 0.254 -0.091 0.000 0.041 0.637 0.043 0.604
16 % ever used modern contraception -0.038 0.000 -0.062 0.231 -0.055 0.299 -0.045 0.013 0.071 0.308 0.073 0.243 -0.068 0.000 0.008 0.923 0.008 0.932
Sexually transmitted infections b
17 % HIV positive -0.002 0.815 0.002 0.958 0.007 0.827
18 % HSV-2 positive -0.021 0.223 0.050 0.461 0.033 0.619
Experience of violence d
19 % have experienced physical violence in past 12 months 0.006 0.838 0.018 0.834 0.018 0.871 0.011 0.654 0.053 0.468 0.050 0.534 -0.011 0.697 0.045 0.618 0.044 0.727
20 % have experienced intimate partner violence in past 12 months -0.010 0.221 -0.032 0.224 -0.033 0.175 -0.006 0.250 0.002 0.958 0.002 0.952 -0.016 0.053 -0.020 0.553 -0.020 0.590
Notes
Models for grade attainment, completed grade 7, and completed grade 9 do not include school attendance, grade attainment, literacy, numeracy and cognitive skills as covariates.
Models for school attendance do not include school attendance as covariates.
c Models will be estimated at endline using survival analysis.
d Indicators in this domain measured among those aged 13 and older.
b Indicators in this domain measured among those aged 15 and older.
Empowerment indicators
Impact indicators
Covariates: Age, school attendance, grade attainment, literate (any language), numeracy score at baseline, cognitive score at baseline, mother alive, father alive, biological daughter of HH head, HH items, HH assets/savings, tribes (Bemba, Nyanja, Kaonde, other), mother completed primary, father completed primary, standardized vulnerability quintiles.
a TOT coefficients are estimated from linear regression models clustered at the CSA level at R2 (in R1 & R2 results) and R3 (in R1 & R3 results) given that we do not have a baseline measure for this indicator to estimate the difference-in-difference coefficient. The difference-in-difference coefficient is estimated in the R2 & R3 results.
xtivreg ivreg2
TOT R2-R1 - Site fixed effects and other covariates TOT R3-R2 - Site fixed effects and other covariates TOT R3-R1 - Site fixed effects and other covariates
TOT = Attended 26+ meetings between R1 & R2 TOT = Attended 26+ meetings between R2 & R3 TOT = Attended 52+ meetings between R1 & R3
Instruments: ITT and ITT*R3 Naïve Instruments: ITT and ITT*R3
xtreg xtivreg ivreg2 xtreg
Naïve Instruments: ITT and ITT*R2 Naïve
Robust SE clustered at 
CSA (160 clusters)
Girl random effects, 
robust SE clustered at 
CSA (160 clusters)
xtivreg ivreg2 xtreg
Girl random effects, 
robust SE clustered at 
CSA (160 clusters)
Girl random effects 
(clustering at CSA level 
not possible)
Girl random effects 
(clustering at CSA level 
not possible)
Robust SE clustered at 
CSA (160 clusters)
DID R2-R1 DID R2-R1 DID R2-R1 DID R3-R2 DID R3-R2 DID R3-R2 DID R3-R1 DID R3-R1 DID R3-R1
Girl random effects, 
robust SE clustered at 
CSA (160 clusters)
Girl random effects 
(clustering at CSA 
level not possible)
Robust SE clustered at 
CSA (160 clusters)
Table C-5. Intent-to-Treat (ITT) by Arm Detailed Results: Difference-in-Difference (DID) Estimators - Excludes external urban controls
KEY At p < .05 AGEP had a significant positive effect relative to controls
KEY At p < .10 AGEP had a marginally significant positive effect relative to controls
KEY At p < .05 AGEP had a significant negative effect relative to controls
KEY At p < .10 AGEP had a marginally significant negative effect relative to controls
Not measured at Round 1 or Round 2
SS SS+HV SS+HV+SA SS SS+HV SS+HV+SA SS SS+HV SS+HV+SA
Obs Mean Mean Mean Mean Obs Mean Mean Mean Mean Obs Mean Mean Mean Mean DID coef p-val DID coef p-val DID coef p-val DID coef p-val DID coef p-val DID coef p-val DID coef p-val DID coef p-val DID coef p-val ITT coef p-val ITT coef p-val ITT coef p-val ITT coef p-val ITT coef p-val ITT coef p-val
Total interviewed in round 4,661 4,185 4,124
Social assets
1 Avg. score on self-efficacy scale (0-10) 4639 5.985 6.050 6.025 6.060 4185 6.693 6.599 6.675 6.391 4124 6.970 7.219 7.106 7.022 0.023 0.885 0.207 0.203 0.119 0.466 0.019 0.904 0.203 0.151 0.119 0.415 0.049 0.754 0.228 0.120 0.142 0.342
2  % confident regarding their ability to plan 4640 0.445 0.469 0.480 0.453 4185 0.474 0.494 0.494 0.487 4124 0.514 0.542 0.532 0.510 0.012 0.696 0.016 0.597 -0.005 0.867 0.011 0.691 0.015 0.639 -0.006 0.866 0.013 0.657 0.012 0.710 -0.008 0.809
3 % feel they make good decisions regarding money 4641 0.740 0.755 0.747 0.748 4184 0.823 0.842 0.846 0.791 4124 0.875 0.888 0.868 0.873 0.011 0.641 0.009 0.717 -0.004 0.860 0.011 0.726 0.010 0.729 -0.003 0.903 0.010 0.735 0.007 0.806 -0.006 0.824
4 % agree that permission to go to the health clinic is not a problem 4633 0.943 0.953 0.956 0.944 4184 0.963 0.964 0.956 0.955 4124 0.968 0.969 0.964 0.970 -0.001 0.963 -0.009 0.443 -0.017 0.161 0.000 0.972 -0.009 0.466 -0.017 0.183 -0.004 0.808 -0.011 0.419 -0.018 0.194
5 % who jointly or solely make decisions with regard to money earned among those who earned money 853 0.910 0.884 0.910 0.905 946 0.938 0.866 0.911 0.945 1009 0.929 0.925 0.937 0.942 -0.019 0.594 0.002 0.948 -0.010 0.781 -0.013 0.719 0.002 0.948 -0.010 0.781 -0.020 0.593 0.002 0.968 -0.017 0.611
6 Avg. number of friends 4641 3.815 4.134 4.095 4.007 4185 4.057 4.034 3.918 3.979 4124 3.492 3.499 3.568 3.661 0.023 0.912 -0.289 0.168 -0.180 0.390 0.015 0.946 -0.286 0.233 -0.184 0.454 -0.013 0.953 -0.340 0.150 -0.165 0.508
7 Avg. number of friends in school 4639 3.212 3.426 3.359 3.306 4182 3.418 3.353 3.295 3.288 4124 2.769 2.633 2.817 2.841 0.021 0.910 -0.329 0.078 -0.077 0.682 0.009 0.960 -0.323 0.087 -0.078 0.702 -0.005 0.979 -0.334 0.068 -0.055 0.785
8 Avg. number of friends who can be counted on if needed money 4614 1.431 1.566 1.629 1.502 4175 1.905 1.900 1.881 1.866 4117 1.827 1.901 2.086 1.966 -0.068 0.585 -0.129 0.302 -0.006 0.960 -0.069 0.564 -0.128 0.388 -0.006 0.958 -0.079 0.509 -0.156 0.288 0.008 0.942
9 Avg. number of friends who can be counted on in an emergency 4611 1.686 1.775 1.848 1.724 4175 2.182 2.168 2.075 2.061 4118 1.952 2.046 2.209 2.126 -0.136 0.267 -0.132 0.285 -0.042 0.735 -0.139 0.302 -0.132 0.380 -0.042 0.735 -0.151 0.267 -0.154 0.311 -0.028 0.846
10 % have place in community where feel safe to meet girl friends 4641 0.391 0.397 0.420 0.383 4184 0.494 0.478 0.481 0.346 4114 0.445 0.472 0.446 0.382 0.055 0.067 0.076 0.011 0.027 0.369 0.054 0.146 0.076 0.017 0.026 0.413 0.061 0.106 0.074 0.021 0.031 0.334
11 % with adult female support in case of serious problem 4640 0.596 0.577 0.588 0.569 4185 0.684 0.664 0.676 0.671 4124 0.698 0.718 0.695 0.685 -0.014 0.626 0.025 0.394 -0.009 0.766 -0.016 0.615 0.023 0.378 -0.009 0.739 -0.013 0.691 0.028 0.291 -0.008 0.771
12 % attending any social groups/clubs within the past month 4526 0.213 0.220 0.199 0.201 4184 0.299 0.317 0.304 0.298 4113 0.295 0.288 0.327 0.322 -0.038 0.148 -0.053 0.046 0.008 0.758 -0.039 0.199 -0.052 0.121 0.008 0.813 -0.043 0.151 -0.053 0.111 0.010 0.760
13 % who often/sometimes go to marketa 4184 0.866 0.838 0.850 0.877 4124 0.864 0.862 0.865 0.881 -0.021 0.340 -0.019 0.331 -0.014 0.432 -0.022 0.293 -0.023 0.215 -0.018 0.302
14 % who often/sometimes go to community centrea 4185 0.127 0.124 0.132 0.036 4124 0.104 0.125 0.127 0.034 0.069 0.000 0.091 0.000 0.093 0.000 0.075 0.000 0.099 0.000 0.095 0.000
15 % who often/sometimes go to shops or restaurantsa 4184 0.761 0.764 0.738 0.767 4123 0.811 0.825 0.826 0.816
16 Avg. score on gender equality scale 4640 4.904 4.873 4.985 4.947 4185 4.829 4.846 5.037 4.875 4124 4.773 4.869 5.014 4.888 -0.073 0.405 0.055 0.537 0.087 0.327 -0.069 0.505 0.054 0.608 0.089 0.375 -0.073 0.487 0.078 0.463 0.072 0.476
17 Avg. score on nonacceptability of intimate partner violence 4640 3.075 3.027 2.960 3.088 4185 2.965 2.975 3.168 3.054 4124 2.970 3.115 3.260 3.297 -0.314 0.006 -0.120 0.292 0.092 0.421 -0.316 0.008 -0.121 0.352 0.089 0.457 -0.292 0.015 -0.145 0.260 0.077 0.517
Economic assets
18 Avg. score on financial literacy scale 4639 5.129 5.187 5.340 5.290 4185 5.614 5.500 5.837 5.464 4123 5.874 5.939 6.069 5.771 0.265 0.022 0.271 0.019 0.248 0.032 0.267 0.045 0.276 0.047 0.256 0.040 0.278 0.040 0.286 0.044 0.253 0.043
19 % who have saved in the past year 4658 0.162 0.149 0.140 0.144 4185 0.259 0.278 0.300 0.249 4124 0.298 0.306 0.339 0.258 0.022 0.362 0.044 0.076 0.085 0.001 0.022 0.404 0.043 0.104 0.085 0.001 0.028 0.288 0.040 0.141 0.087 0.001
20 Avg. amount currently saved 4655 8.141 6.843 7.189 5.389 4180 12.508 11.697 19.445 17.112 4115 29.853 32.507 34.280 24.855 2.246 0.747 6.197 0.375 7.624 0.276 2.237 0.750 6.098 0.408 7.567 0.325 3.137 0.658 5.232 0.495 8.312 0.305
20a % who currently have at least 20 kwacha saved 4658 0.077 0.070 0.069 0.064 4185 0.135 0.151 0.191 0.131 4124 0.215 0.205 0.227 0.180 0.021 0.291 0.018 0.379 0.042 0.040 0.021 0.323 0.018 0.399 0.042 0.042 0.025 0.251 0.017 0.433 0.042 0.046
20b Avg. amount currently saved among those who saved 690 49.747 45.845 51.511 36.776 1130 45.404 42.151 63.047 68.657 1237 97.900 103.759 98.526 94.498 -9.570 0.763 0.192 0.995 -10.708 0.741 -1.995 0.934 8.002 0.748 -8.109 0.748 -3.773 0.875 -7.346 0.764 -8.282 0.742
21 % working for cash or in-kind in the past year 4657 0.209 0.180 0.199 0.183 4185 0.248 0.245 0.229 0.219 4124 0.276 0.259 0.239 0.225 0.025 0.316 0.037 0.141 -0.002 0.928 0.026 0.415 0.037 0.154 -0.002 0.940 0.021 0.515 0.033 0.225 -0.007 0.792
22 Avg. reported work income in the past year 4625 40.469 35.203 48.256 48.665 4173 54.398 45.846 55.602 48.586 4124 84.103 70.206 82.316 63.236 29.062 0.152 20.431 0.315 19.488 0.338 28.869 0.157 18.678 0.332 17.810 0.426 33.495 0.081 20.514 0.277 23.642 0.296
22a Avg. reported income in the past year among those who worked for cash 821 210.940 208.885 261.993 294.853 934 229.032 197.045 254.574 235.664 1009 312.167 273.140 356.240 286.671 109.409 0.234 72.436 0.442 102.428 0.277 76.786 0.413 30.394 0.730 67.130 0.540 121.302 0.150 42.197 0.588 77.140 0.439
23 % who own a bicycle 4641 0.004 0.008 0.006 0.006 4174 0.008 0.010 0.011 0.008 4120 0.003 0.003 0.009 0.006 -0.001 0.811 -0.005 0.314 0.003 0.514 -0.001 0.680 -0.005 0.312 0.003 0.509 -0.002 0.440 -0.006 0.204 0.001 0.818
24 % who own a mobile phone 4641 0.128 0.143 0.144 0.125 4174 0.205 0.230 0.197 0.194 4120 0.280 0.266 0.290 0.309 -0.031 0.193 -0.061 0.011 -0.038 0.116 -0.030 0.098 -0.061 0.003 -0.037 0.073 -0.029 0.124 -0.066 0.002 -0.035 0.103
Health assets
25 % Understanding pregnancy risk during menstrual cycle 4626 0.068 0.078 0.084 0.067 4185 0.089 0.073 0.065 0.086 4124 0.087 0.090 0.107 0.086 -0.001 0.976 -0.008 0.648 0.004 0.828 0.000 0.984 -0.008 0.671 0.004 0.814 0.002 0.903 -0.010 0.583 0.008 0.630
26 Avg. score on contraceptive knowledge scale  (0-9) 4588 1.063 1.145 1.123 1.149 4183 1.465 1.386 1.407 1.330 4124 1.868 1.935 1.875 1.708 0.246 0.020 0.232 0.029 0.193 0.070 0.266 0.005 0.238 0.004 0.206 0.023 0.264 0.005 0.195 0.023 0.163 0.068
26a Avg. score on SRH knowledge scale (0-11) 4626 1.549 1.698 1.658 1.664 4185 2.236 2.130 2.132 2.085 4124 2.680 2.742 2.706 2.500 0.294 0.016 0.208 0.090 0.212 0.085 0.320 0.006 0.220 0.032 0.234 0.038 0.310 0.007 0.166 0.112 0.197 0.076
27 Avg. score on HIV/AIDS knowledge scale (0-11) 4638 5.588 5.891 5.994 5.822 4185 7.335 7.245 7.374 7.323 4123 8.035 8.168 8.196 8.024 0.246 0.215 0.076 0.703 0.001 0.996 0.257 0.215 0.095 0.639 0.002 0.994 0.246 0.244 0.033 0.875 0.047 0.826
28 Avg. rating of health status in the past year (0-10) 4638 8.026 7.971 8.164 8.143 4185 8.372 8.300 8.308 8.232 4123 8.047 8.095 8.163 8.112 0.052 0.689 0.155 0.231 0.030 0.818 0.050 0.744 0.153 0.294 0.027 0.862 0.041 0.789 0.130 0.378 0.035 0.822
29 Avg. rating of health status in the past month (0-10) 4639 8.294 8.295 8.459 8.318 4185 8.595 8.645 8.718 8.694 4124 8.329 8.279 8.249 8.406 -0.053 0.668 -0.103 0.402 -0.298 0.016 -0.055 0.740 -0.105 0.570 -0.300 0.091 -0.045 0.786 -0.107 0.563 -0.270 0.125
30 Avg. reported number of health problems in the past month (0-7) 4639 0.799 0.782 0.715 0.727 4185 0.946 0.964 0.891 0.857 4124 0.829 0.829 0.853 0.825 -0.068 0.399 -0.051 0.529 0.040 0.618 -0.067 0.510 -0.050 0.670 0.041 0.695 -0.072 0.480 -0.065 0.583 0.025 0.810
Skills and competencies b
31 % who can read simple sentence in local language 4492 0.333 0.330 0.358 0.368 4127 0.456 0.437 0.468 0.452 4019 0.490 0.473 0.504 0.523
32 % who can read simple sentence in English 4484 0.373 0.381 0.425 0.423 4124 0.478 0.471 0.505 0.520 4005 0.524 0.524 0.556 0.589
33 Avg. score on numeracy assessment (0-15) 4595 6.753 6.573 6.954 6.795 4098 7.122 7.024 7.387 7.372
34 Avg. score on cognitive assessment (0-16) 4598 6.288 6.429 6.636 6.660 4100 7.417 7.366 7.792 7.733
Educational
1 Avg. number of years completed 4661 5.365 5.390 5.463 5.504 4185 5.777 5.758 5.789 5.828 4124 6.665 6.756 6.769 6.840 -0.036 0.806 0.030 0.838 -0.030 0.838 0.006 0.917 0.079 0.221 0.017 0.788 -0.002 0.970 0.076 0.228 0.022 0.748
2 % completed primary school 4661 0.355 0.370 0.375 0.392 4185 0.408 0.407 0.418 0.431 4124 0.530 0.561 0.567 0.579 -0.012 0.676 0.003 0.907 0.004 0.883 -0.007 0.716 0.008 0.666 0.011 0.561 -0.010 0.619 0.009 0.650 0.007 0.727
3 % completed junior secondary schoolc 4661 0.105 0.109 0.098 0.120 4185 0.123 0.133 0.113 0.134 4124 0.235 0.259 0.227 0.259 -0.009 0.691 0.011 0.623 -0.010 0.645 -0.014 0.398 0.009 0.613 -0.011 0.516 -0.012 0.479 0.007 0.693 -0.010 0.561
4 % currently attending school 4661 0.794 0.795 0.803 0.786 4185 0.746 0.741 0.762 0.728 4124 0.683 0.642 0.682 0.662 0.013 0.627 -0.028 0.288 0.003 0.923 0.017 0.408 -0.024 0.328 0.003 0.884 0.023 0.202 -0.030 0.190 0.004 0.827
Sexual risk behaviour c
5 % ever had sex 2255 0.422 0.409 0.438 0.440 2453 0.571 0.568 0.555 0.567 2881 0.652 0.648 0.670 0.629 0.041 0.292 0.050 0.195 0.044 0.259 0.035 0.180 0.039 0.132 0.019 0.520 0.048 0.084 0.018 0.495 0.011 0.714
5a Avg. age at first sex among those who ever had sex and report knowing age at first sexd 726 14.847 15.011 14.978 14.909 1066 15.000 15.138 14.914 15.025 1456 15.312 15.244 15.105 15.138
6 % agree that they have had unwanted sex 903 0.324 0.408 0.388 0.427 1523 0.346 0.342 0.383 0.357 0.091 0.108 0.004 0.945 0.065 0.250 0.080 0.089 0.001 0.974 0.066 0.198 0.063 0.194 -0.015 0.750 0.035 0.500
7 % agree that they have had transactional sex 904 0.535 0.604 0.538 0.452 1523 0.435 0.476 0.472 0.480 -0.129 0.028 -0.156 0.009 -0.094 0.108 -0.120 0.018 -0.144 0.007 -0.082 0.202 -0.102 0.041 -0.122 0.028 -0.078 0.219
8 % used condom at last sex with non-marital partner 491 0.414 0.397 0.386 0.417 453 0.425 0.475 0.509 0.389 599 0.455 0.382 0.452 0.413 0.045 0.602 -0.010 0.903 0.070 0.398 0.033 0.695 -0.022 0.780 0.066 0.379 0.049 0.577 -0.032 0.684 0.072 0.358
9 % used condom at first sex 902 0.373 0.437 0.345 0.378 1166 0.425 0.448 0.344 0.384 1549 0.417 0.454 0.409 0.368 0.054 0.349 0.028 0.631 0.074 0.199 0.032 0.067 0.020 0.102 0.037 0.019 0.033 0.066 0.016 0.209 0.037 0.029
Marital c
10 % ever marriede 2255 0 0 0 0 2453 0.120 0.114 0.072 0.086 2879 0.193 0.195 0.154 0.150 0.042 0.060 0.044 0.048 0.004 0.865 0.042 0.052 0.044 0.071 0.004 0.857 0.046 0.021 0.035 0.091 -0.004 0.832
11 Avg. number of HIV risk-related topics discussed with partner (0-5) a 241 2.880 3.514 3.442 3.547 498 3.291 3.374 3.573 3.352 -0.006 0.978 0.139 0.534 0.302 0.246 -0.151 0.508 0.084 0.737 0.234 0.382
12 Avg. marital control score (0-6)a 241 2.907 2.986 2.465 3.170 498 3.035 3.230 2.782 3.259 -0.231 0.197 -0.062 0.746 -0.489 0.035 -0.355 0.068 -0.079 0.704 -0.594 0.012
Pregnancy & births c
13 % who have ever been pregnant 2255 0.176 0.132 0.171 0.177 2453 0.264 0.234 0.258 0.277 2881 0.333 0.346 0.337 0.341 -0.006 0.853 0.049 0.150 0.002 0.963 -0.008 0.785 0.041 0.147 -0.006 0.822 -0.001 0.970 0.018 0.500 -0.023 0.421
14 % who have ever had an unwanted pregnancy 2255 0.112 0.092 0.105 0.117 2453 0.155 0.156 0.171 0.187 2881 0.216 0.220 0.229 0.236 -0.015 0.610 0.008 0.782 0.005 0.874 -0.020 0.423 -0.001 0.958 -0.005 0.842 -0.019 0.417 -0.013 0.602 -0.016 0.550
15 % currently pregnant or who have given birth 2251 0.139 0.098 0.139 0.152 2453 0.229 0.198 0.214 0.241 2880 0.290 0.305 0.291 0.299 0.004 0.910 0.060 0.065 0.004 0.891 0.004 0.895 0.055 0.054 0.002 0.944 0.011 0.668 0.028 0.282 -0.018 0.481
16 % ever used modern contraception 2255 0.106 0.098 0.091 0.097 2453 0.142 0.162 0.132 0.164 2881 0.255 0.259 0.251 0.257 -0.011 0.719 0.002 0.960 0.001 0.983 -0.008 0.789 0.003 0.921 0.000 0.991 -0.008 0.777 -0.014 0.615 -0.010 0.742
Sexually transmitted infections c
17 % HIV positive 2152 0.035 0.026 0.034 0.028 2800 0.034 0.049 0.059 0.041 -0.014 0.367 0.010 0.517 0.012 0.438 -0.010 0.188 0.004 0.723 0.013 0.162 -0.013 0.090 0.003 0.776 0.010 0.274
18 % HSV-2 positive 2096 0.075 0.067 0.080 0.076 2787 0.141 0.143 0.163 0.136 0.006 0.809 0.016 0.547 0.023 0.377 0.011 0.538 0.016 0.425 0.026 0.207 0.007 0.695 0.005 0.823 0.023 0.301
Experience of violence f
19 % have experienced physical violence in past 12 months 3294 0.332 0.393 0.402 0.383 3337 0.213 0.212 0.222 0.227 3672 0.178 0.156 0.179 0.169 0.060 0.040 -0.023 0.436 -0.010 0.746 0.059 0.102 -0.023 0.542 -0.010 0.794 0.066 0.068 -0.022 0.552 -0.004 0.920
20 % have experienced intimate partner violence in past 12 months 3294 0.022 0.024 0.030 0.019 3337 0.026 0.013 0.018 0.022 3672 0.027 0.016 0.032 0.027 -0.004 0.669 -0.016 0.120 -0.007 0.532 -0.005 0.627 -0.016 0.141 -0.007 0.587 -0.002 0.866 -0.018 0.121 -0.001 0.925
Notes
d Models will be estimated at endline using survival analysis.
ITT
Robust SE clustered at CSA (160 clusters)DID estimates, girl random effects, robust SE clustered at CSA (160 clusters)
Round 1 (baseline) Round 2 Round 3 R3-R1 ITT
Summary statistics ITT - DID (treating data as cross-sectional)
Models for school attendance do not include school attendance.
a ITT coefficients are estimated from linear regression models clustered at the CSA level given that we do not have a baseline measure for this indicator to estimate the difference-in-difference coefficient (see ITT (if not measured at R1) results).
SS+HV
Impact indicators
R3-R1
Empowerment indicators
SS SS+HV SS+HV+SA SS
Internal 
Control
AGEP Internal 
Control
ITT (if not measured at R1)
f Indicators in this domain measured among those aged 13 and older.
R3-R1
SS SS+HV SS+HV+SA
ITT - DID (xtreg models)
b While this set of asset indicators reflects important capabilities, they are not expected to be directly affected by the AGEP intervention as there are no programme components that build capacity in these areas. Hence, these indicators are not included in the AGEP impact assessment as outcomes. However, a measure of literacy in any language at each 
round and baseline numeracy and cognitive scores are used as covariates in the adjusted estimation results.
c Indicators in this domain measured among those aged 15 and older.
e Sample was never-married at baseline.
AGEP Internal 
Control
AGEP
Covariates: Age, school attendance, grade attainment, literate (any language), numeracy score at baseline, cognitive score at baseline, mother alive, father alive, biological daughter of HH head, HH items, HH assets/savings, tribes (Bemba, Nyanja, Kaonde, other), mother completed primary, father completed primary, standardized vulnerability quintiles.
Models for grade attainment, completed grade 7, and completed grade 9 do not include school attendance, grade attainment, literacy, numeracy and cognitive skills.
SS SS+HV SS+HV+SA
Site fixed effects Site fixed effects and other covariates Site fixed effects Site fixed effects and other covariates
SS SS+HV SS+HV+SASS+HV+SA
